CANADA'S URBAN PAST: CANADIAN URBAN HISTORY CONFERENCE

Gilbert A. S te Iter
The abstracts which follow represent most of the papers to be presented at a conference at the University of Guelph, May 12-14, 1977.
By way of introduction, several comments should be made about the character of the conference program. First, the program has been designed to emphasize only one of the major concerns of urban history, the city-building process. Ten years ago, in an article in the Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Roy Lubove called for an urban history that was more than synonomous with everything that had happened in cities.
Specifically, he suggested a rekindling of the interest Patrick Geddes and Lewis Mumford had shown in their examination of the 2 formation of the urban environment.
In addition to Lubove, several scholars have been influential in giving this kind of direction to urban history, including H. J. Dyos with his Victorian Suburbs (1961) and Sam Bass Warner with Streetcar Suburbs (1962) . The extent to which historians, geographers, planners and architects have adopted this approach in Canada is illustrated by the program of this conference.
The papers will not cover all of the major topics possible within the general concept of the process of city-building over time, but at least three related topics will be discussed: 1) the factors involved in urban growth; 2) the role of planners, developers and builders in the shaping of cities; 3) the place of government, especially provincial and municipal, in determining urban form.
Many of the papers will be dealing with subjects that previously have not been seriously explored in Canada. To make the results generally available, some of the papers will be published in a revised form in a volume tentatively entitled, The City-Building Process in Canada, edited by Gilbert Stelter and Alan Artibise. The emphasis on the city as a physical entity is thus to be considered as somewhat distinct from the other major theme of urban history, urban society.
Ultimately, of course, the function of urban history is to relate these two themes.
Another comment about the character of the conference program involves the controversial question of the relationship between the past and the present. Perhaps we should make a distinction between proposing solutions presumably derived from the past and discussing the relevance of the historical dimension in examinations of the present.
This conference has not been designed as a forum for presenting answers to contemporary problems; a host of meetings and publications are more suitable and effective platforms. Historians have generally been reluctant to search for a usable past, probably because of the abuse of history by non-historians. As John Taylor has pointed out, these abuses include a tendency to use history to substantiate positions arrived at by other, non-historical means, and to assert qualified 3 historical opinion as fact.
On the other hand, this conference offers an opportunity to pursue the question of the uses of history seriously, A report on the conference will appear in the October issue of the Urban History Review. Planners' doubt about their current ability to produce workable, relatively permanent plans was based first of all on the lack of fundamental data, which was often uncollected or uncollated.
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They retreated in the face of the overwhelming difficulties of predicting urban growth. For some, lack of interdisciplinary training constituted an inhibition. No city in this period, moreover, gave the generous, ongoing funding necessary rapidly to improve the competence of a planning staff.
As a result, the elastic zoning which emerged in practice served chiefly to protect better residential areas, and to allow orderly Land ownership has always been an important consideration for Canadians. Indeed, many people were lured to this country during the nineteenth century because of the apparent spaciousness of this nation. They expected to be able to become property owners, and many Canadian historians have assumed that this was the case.
If we look closely at the identity of the property owners, however, this myth quickly evaporates. Perhaps some historians have confused the apparent opportunity to own land with the actual figures on property ownership. This is not surprising, for even today realtors firmly believe that "the basis of a stable society rests with each individual having the opportunity and capacity of owning private property".
In this paper, I intend to explore laridownership in one Canadian city, Hamilton, Ontario, during the period 1847 to 1881. The data for this analysis derive from an examination of land transactions for some 1,668 building lots over this period. These data were taken from documents in the Hamilton Registry Office. My purpose is to show that certain groups were much more likely than others to own property in nineteenth-century city. I will, therefore, discuss the identity of Hamilton landowners according to such criteria as their occupations, places of residence, and degree of participation in the land market. Finally, I will examine the nature of property development in the city at this time, through an analysis of the people who owned the lots at the time they were converted to an urban use. For the most part, this group was quite different from those who initially purchased the properties.
This, of course, serves to underscore the fact that certain individuals had no intention of becoming involved in land development. For all intents and purposes, such people were simply land speculators. In relation to the entire population, however, such individuals were the members of a very tiny group.
It is quite clear that the opportunities for land ownership in a nineteenth-century Canadian city were far more apparent than they were real for the vast majority of urban residents at that time.
Isobel Ganton (Toronto) -"Toronto, 1850-1883: the Subdivision Process".
Toronto in 1850 was entering a period of rapid expansion into privately owned lands, within the city limits but beyond the boundaries of the early government urban lot surveys. By 1883 most of the area within the city had been built up, and urban lot subdivision and some construction had taken place well beyond. In the suburban area some concentrations of construction were about to be annexed to the city in the first territorial additions since the incorporation of the city in 1834.
This paper is part of a larger study of the development process as a whole in the area shown as Toronto and suburbs in Goad "staple thesis". Most urban centres came into being as collection centres for the natural products of surrounding hinterlands; their products were thence forwarded to a more advanced economy across the sea or across the border. In reverse direction they served as distributing centres of the imported goods which constituted the real payment for the goods exported. Towns were typically located therefore at sites that had advantages in relation to the movement of exports and imports. The largest urban centres were those located at sites that were strategic in transport systems and at which very large volumes of goods were handled. In Eastern Canada, developed before the railroad era, these focal points were river, lake or ocean ports; in Western Canada, developed after the coming of the railway, these were mostly points in railway networks.
The thesis is not all-embracing: special function urban centres period. To accomplish this purpose, the city-building process 2 framework will be employed. In utilizing this framework, the city is viewed as an artifact, a physical container within which complex human and institutional relationships are found. This physical container or environment consists of a structure; the individuals, groups, institutions and service facilities spatially distributed across the city in response to certain fundamental living needs and activities, and form; the visually 3 perceptive features of the city which the structure produces. 
